
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES10544 September 17, 1998
(G) program costs.
(2) REPORT.—Not later than 2 years after the

date of enactment of this Act, the Comptroller
General shall submit to the Secretary of Agri-
culture, the Committee on Education and the
Workforce of the House of Representatives, and
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and
Forestry of the Senate a report containing the
results of the study conducted under paragraph
(1).

(v) STUDY AND REPORT ON WIC SERVICES.—
(1) STUDY.—The Comptroller General of the

United States shall conduct a study that as-
sesses—

(A) the cost of delivering services under the
special supplemental nutrition program for
women, infants, and children authorized under
section 17 of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42
U.S.C. 1786), including the costs of implementing
and administering cost containment efforts;

(B) the fixed and variable costs incurred by
State and local governments for delivering the
services;

(C) the quality of the services delivered, tak-
ing into account the effect of the services on the
health of participants; and

(D) the costs incurred for personnel, automa-
tion, central support, and other activities to de-
liver the services and whether the costs meet
Federal audit standards for allowable costs
under the program.

(2) REPORT.—Not later than 3 years after the
date of enactment of this Act, the Comptroller
General shall submit to the Secretary of Agri-
culture, the Committee on Education and the
Workforce of the House of Representatives, and
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and
Forestry of the Senate a report containing the
results of the study conducted under paragraph
(1).
SEC. 204. NUTRITION EDUCATION AND TRAINING.

Section 19(i) of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966
(42 U.S.C. 1788(i)) is amended—

(1) by striking the subsection heading and all
that follows through paragraph (3)(A) and in-
serting the following:

‘‘(i) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—
‘‘(A) FUNDING.—There are authorized to be

appropriated such sums as are necessary to
carry out this section for each of fiscal years
1997 through 2003.’’; and

(2) by redesignating paragraphs (4) and (5) as
paragraphs (2) and (3), respectively.

TITLE III—COMMODITY DISTRIBUTION
PROGRAMS

SEC. 301. COMMODITY DISTRIBUTION PROGRAM
REFORMS.

(a) COMMODITY SPECIFICATIONS.—Section 3(a)
of the Commodity Distribution Reform Act and
WIC Amendments of 1987 (Public Law 100–237; 7
U.S.C. 612c note) is amended by striking para-
graph (2) and inserting the following:

‘‘(2) APPLICABILITY.—Paragraph (1) shall
apply to—

‘‘(A) the commodity supplemental food pro-
gram authorized under sections 4(a) and 5 of the
Agriculture and Consumer Protection Act of
1973 (Public Law 93–86; 7 U.S.C. 612c note);

‘‘(B) the food distribution program on Indian
reservations authorized under section 4(b) of the
Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2013(b)); and

‘‘(C) the school lunch program authorized
under the National School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C.
1751 et seq.).’’.

(b) CUSTOMER ACCEPTABILITY INFORMATION.—
Section 3(f) of the Commodity Distribution Re-
form Act and WIC Amendments of 1987 (Public
Law 100–237; 7 U.S.C. 612c note) is amended by
striking paragraph (2) and inserting the follow-
ing:

‘‘(2) CUSTOMER ACCEPTABILITY INFORMA-
TION.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall ensure
that information with respect to the types and
forms of commodities that are most useful is col-
lected from recipient agencies participating in
programs described in subsection (a)(2).

‘‘(B) FREQUENCY.—The information shall be
collected at least once every 2 years.

‘‘(C) ADDITIONAL SUBMISSIONS.—The Sec-
retary—

‘‘(i) may require submission of information de-
scribed in subparagraph (A) from recipient
agencies participating in other domestic food as-
sistance programs administered by the Sec-
retary; and

‘‘(ii) shall provide the recipient agencies a
means for voluntarily submitting customer ac-
ceptability information.’’.
SEC. 302. FOOD DISTRIBUTION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Sections 8 through 12 of the
Commodity Distribution Reform Act and WIC
Amendments of 1987 (Public Law 100–237; 7
U.S.C. 612c note) are amended to read as fol-
lows:
‘‘SEC. 8. AUTHORITY TO TRANSFER COMMODITIES

BETWEEN PROGRAMS.
‘‘(a) TRANSFER.—Subject to subsection (b), the

Secretary may transfer any commodities pur-
chased for a domestic food assistance program
administered by the Secretary to any other do-
mestic food assistance program administered by
the Secretary if the transfer is necessary to en-
sure that the commodities will be used while the
commodities are still suitable for human con-
sumption.

‘‘(b) REIMBURSEMENT.—The Secretary shall, to
the maximum extent practicable, provide reim-
bursement for the value of the commodities
transferred under subsection (a) from accounts
available for the purchase of commodities under
the program receiving the commodities.

‘‘(c) CREDITING.—Any reimbursement made
under subsection (b) shall—

‘‘(1) be credited to the accounts that incurred
the costs when the transferred commodities were
originally purchased; and

‘‘(2) be available for the purchase of commod-
ities with the same limitations as are provided
for appropriated funds for the reimbursed ac-
counts for the fiscal year in which the transfer
takes place.
‘‘SEC. 9. AUTHORITY TO RESOLVE CLAIMS.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may deter-
mine the amount of, settle, and adjust all or
part of a claim arising under a domestic food as-
sistance program administered by the Secretary.

‘‘(b) WAIVERS.—The Secretary may waive a
claim described in subsection (a) if the Secretary
determines that a waiver would serve the pur-
poses of the program.

‘‘(c) AUTHORITY OF THE ATTORNEY GEN-
ERAL.—Nothing in this section diminishes the
authority of the Attorney General under section
516 of title 28, United States Code, or any other
provision of law, to supervise and conduct liti-
gation on behalf of the United States.
‘‘SEC. 10. PAYMENT OF COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH

REMOVAL OF COMMODITIES THAT
POSE A HEALTH OR SAFETY HAZARD.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may use
funds available to carry out section 32 of the
Act of August 24, 1935 (49 Stat. 774, chapter 641;
7 U.S.C. 612c), that are not otherwise committed,
for the purpose of reimbursing States for State
and local costs associated with the removal of
commodities distributed under any domestic food
assistance program administered by the Sec-
retary if the Secretary determines that the com-
modities pose a health or safety hazard.

‘‘(b) ALLOWABLE COSTS.—The costs—
‘‘(1) may include costs for storage, transpor-

tation, processing, and destruction of the haz-
ardous commodities; and

‘‘(2) shall be subject to the approval of the
Secretary.

‘‘(c) REPLACEMENT COMMODITIES.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may use

funds described in subsection (a) for the purpose
of purchasing additional commodities if the pur-
chase will expedite replacement of the hazard-
ous commodities.

‘‘(2) RECOVERY.—Use of funds under para-
graph (1) shall not restrict the Secretary from

recovering funds or services from a supplier or
other entity regarding the hazardous commod-
ities.

‘‘(d) CREDITING OF RECOVERED FUNDS.—
Funds recovered from a supplier or other entity
regarding the hazardous commodities shall—

‘‘(1) be credited to the account available to
carry out section 32 of the Act of August 24, 1935
(49 Stat. 774, chapter 641; 7 U.S.C. 612c), to the
extent the funds represent expenditures from
that account under subsections (a) and (c); and

‘‘(2) remain available to carry out the pur-
poses of section 32 of that Act until expended.
‘‘SEC. 11. AUTHORITY TO ACCEPT COMMODITIES

DONATED BY FEDERAL SOURCES.
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may accept

donations of commodities from any Federal
agency, including commodities of another Fed-
eral agency determined to be excess personal
property pursuant to section 202(d) of the Fed-
eral Property and Administrative Services Act of
1949 (40 U.S.C. 483(d)).

‘‘(b) USE.—The Secretary may donate the
commodities received under subsection (a) to
States for distribution through any domestic
food assistance program administered by the
Secretary.

‘‘(c) PAYMENT.—Notwithstanding section
202(d) of the Federal Property and Administra-
tive Services Act of 1949 (40 U.S.C. 483(d)), the
Secretary shall not be required to make any
payment in connection with the commodities re-
ceived under subsection (a).’’.

(b) EFFECT ON PRIOR AMENDMENTS.—The
amendment made by subsection (a) does not af-
fect the amendments made by sections 8 through
12 of the Commodity Distribution Reform Act
and WIC Amendments of 1987 (Public Law 100–
237; 7 U.S.C. 612c note), as in effect on Septem-
ber 30, 1998.

TITLE IV—EFFECTIVE DATE
SEC. 401. EFFECTIVE DATE.

Except as otherwise provided in this Act, this
Act and the amendments made by this Act take
effect on October 1, 1998.

The Presiding Officer (Mr. HUTCH-
INSON) appointed Mr. LUGAR, Mr. COCH-
RAN, Mr. MCCONNELL, Mr. HARKIN and
Mr. LEAHY conferees on the part of the
Senate.
f

ORDERS FOR FRIDAY, SEPTEMBER
18, 1998

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that when the
Senate completes its business today, it
stand in adjournment until 8:30 a.m.,
Friday, September 18. I further ask
that when the Senate reconvenes on
Friday, immediately following the
prayer, the journal of proceedings be
approved, no resolutions come over
under the rule, the call of the calendar
be waived, and the morning hour be
deemed to have expired, and the time
for the two leaders be reserved.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
f

PROGRAM

Mr. SANTORUM. For the informa-
tion of all Members, the Senate will
convene tomorrow morning at 8:30 a.m.
and begin 1 hour of debate on the veto
message to accompany the partial-
birth abortion ban legislation. Upon
the conclusion of debate time the Sen-
ate will vote on the question of passing
the bill, ‘‘the objections of the Presi-
dent to the contrary notwithstanding.’’
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Following that vote, the Senate may
turn to the consideration of any legis-
lative or executive items cleared for
action. As a reminder to all Members,
a vote has been scheduled to occur at
2:20 p.m. Tuesday, September 22 in re-
lation to the KENNEDY minimum wage
amendment.
f

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT

Mr. SANTORUM. If there is no fur-
ther business to come before the Sen-
ate, I now ask unanimous consent the
Senate stand in adjournment under the
previous order, following the remarks
of the Senator from Pennsylvania or
any person he should yield to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
DEWINE). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. SANTORUM. Thank you, Mr.
President.
f

PARTIAL-BIRTH ABORTION

Mr. SANTORUM. If I can, let us re-
turn to the issue that we have spent a
great deal of the day debating. I know
the hour is late. Let me thank the staff
who are here, the pages, and others.
The pages are actually very happy I am
up here talking, because if I talk for a
little while longer they will not have
school in the morning. So that will be
a good thing for them—as I see the
smiles down there and the encourage-
ment to wind it up and get going.

I thank the Senator from Arkansas
for his indulgence in presiding during
these remarks. But as I mentioned
today, I think this is one of the most
important issues we can face here in
the U.S. Senate. As the Senator from
Ohio eloquently said, it begins the
process of defining who we are as a
country and what will become of us as
a civilization if we do not begin to
draw lines where lines need to be
drawn.

I just find it remarkable that we
seem to create these fictions when it
comes to life. When it comes to the life
of little children, we create this fiction
in our mind. And it was a fiction that
was created back when Roe v. Wade
was decided that these were not really
babies.

We did not have good ultrasounds
then and the kind of technology where
we could really see how developed
these little babies were in the womb.
They were just sort of passed off as
these sort of blobs. Yet, we now know,
through the miracle of ultrasound, and
other techniques, that these are pre-
cious little developing babies.

It is very difficult as a father who
has seen those ultrasounds of our chil-
dren to dismiss the humanity, that my
wife Karen was carrying a blob of tis-
sue or something that was prehuman.
But we tell these lies to ourselves in
order that we can go on and in order
that we can sort of live with our own
internal inconsistencies.

One lie you cannot tell, one lie that
is inescapable—inescapably alive—is

the lie of partial-birth abortion being
something that is medically necessary
or that simply this baby is just sort of
this blob of tissue. This baby is outside
of the mother. Its arms, its legs, its
torso, outside of the mother—just
inches away from being born.

One of the things I often marvel at—
and I just do not understand—is why
wouldn’t you, if you have gone through
the process, as I described earlier
today, of dilating the cervex over 3
days, reaching in with forceps and pull-
ing the baby out in a breached posi-
tion, which is dangerous, again, for the
baby and mother, and you deliver that
entire baby, why wouldn’t you just let
the rest of the baby come out?

Why is it necessary to protect the
health of the mother at that point in
time—now that you have gone through
all this other procedure—at that very
crucial moment when the doctor takes
those scissors and begins the process of
killing that baby? Why at that moment
is the mother’s health in less danger if
you kill that baby than if you just gave
that little, helpless, defenseless and,
yes, even at times imperfect life the
opportunity for life?

Why does that so endanger the moth-
er to do that? Why is it necessary to
thrust these Metzenbaum scissors into
the base of the baby’s skull? Why is it
necessary to suction the baby’s brains
out?

So many doctors have described to
me in testimony—and today at a press
conference—the complications result-
ing from this blind procedure where the
physician has to feel for the base of the
neck and could slip and miss. As the
Senator from Tennessee testified
today, there are large vessels, blood
vessels within a centimeter from the
point where this procedure is done that
a minor miss could lacerate and cause
hemorrhaging and severe complica-
tions, or by thrusting the scissors in
the back of the neck, through a bony
part of the brain, you could only imag-
ine what would happen to the skull of
that baby and what damage that skull
could do to the mother.

How can we—how can we—continue
to contend or pretend that this is
healthy for the mother to end this
baby’s life when it is this close and a
delivery could be performed? Let’s get
away from that charade because it is a
charade. It is not about the health of
the mother; it is about killing a baby.
It is about making sure, beyond any
certainty, beyond any doubt, that the
result of this abortion you are going to
have is a dead baby.

That is what this is about. This is
about a lethal form of abortion, not a
healthy form for the mother—far from
it. Even folks who disagree with this
legislation will tell you that this very
well may not be the safest form. In
fact, that organization has not done
any studies to prove it is safe, that is,
the American College of Obstetrics and
Gynecologists. They have done no stud-
ies to prove that this procedure is safe,
that this procedure is preferable.

They say—they say—and I will quote
them—they say:

[We] could identify no circumstances under
which this procedure . . . would be the only
option to save the life or preserve the health
of the woman.

That is an admission by the organiza-
tion that all those in opposition to this
bill use as their medical shield. Listen
to what they say. They never read this
part of the letter. They only read the
second part, which I will read to fully
disclose. I will read it again, an ACOG
policy statement emanating from the
review declared that:

A select panel [the panel they selected to
review this] could identify no circumstances
under which this procedure [partial-birth
abortion], would be the only option to save
the life or preserve the health of the woman.

They went on to say that a partial-
birth abortion:

. . . however, may be the best or most ap-
propriate procedure in a particular cir-
cumstance to save the life or preserve the
health of a woman.

They say that:
. . . only the doctor, in consultation with

the patient based upon the woman’s particu-
lar circumstances can make this decision.

That is what you hear from the other
side. What you do not hear from the
other side is that this report lists no
circumstances to support that claim.
They can give, and in fact have given—
this was written well over a year ago—
they have given no medical situation,
no scenario, no hypothetical where
what they say may happen would, in
fact, happen, which is that a partial-
birth abortion would be preferable to
some other procedure. They just think
it might.

Now, I might be wrong, but there are
probably very few things that are hap-
pening in obstetrics today that haven’t
happened for the past several years.
There are not a lot of new things com-
ing up. There are problems that come
up routinely. There may be some
strange problems; they are probably
not new.

To make this kind of statement and
support it with no evidence is irrespon-
sible. To use this organization and this
statement as a shield when they can-
not provide one single example where
this procedure would be preferable,
again, just builds up the record that I
have laid out. This entire debate is
based upon a series of misleading state-
ments to try to divert attention away
from the horrible, barbaric reality and
the fact that this is not a medically
necessary procedure.

I want to get back for 1 minute to
the issue of life of the mother which I
addressed a few minutes ago. I said I
would read the piece of legislation
itself to put to bed, if you will, any
concern by anyone who might be lis-
tening that there isn’t a legitimate
life-of-the-mother exception. I noted
the American Medical Association’s
letter of endorsement of this bill. They
believe there is a legitimate exception
if the life of the mother is in danger.

Let me read the actual legislation,
the paragraph on prohibition of par-
tial-birth abortion:
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